As higher numbers of individuals are released from prison and rejoin society, reentry programs can help former offenders reintegrate into society without continuing to engage in crime. This quasi-experimental study examined whether participation in reentry programming was associated with reduced recidivism among offenders who were no longer under criminal justice supervision. Offenders who completed their sentences in prison were invited to participate in Project Re-Connect (PRC), a six-month, voluntary prisoner reentry program. Following participants' release from prison, PRC provided case management and direct monetary support to participants for up to six months. Survival analysis was used to compare recidivism rates between 122 PRC participants and 158 eligible nonparticipants. Cox regression coefficients indicated that program participation and having a high school diploma or its equivalent were associated with reduced likelihood of new convictions, whereas substance abuse was associated with higher risk of subsequent convictions. The implications for social work policy and practice are discussed.
These risk factors include age, gender, race, gang membership, substance abuse, antisocial behavior, low social achievement, negadve peers, length of prior criminal history, and the number of yean incarcerated before release (Braga et al., 2009; Gendreau, Litde, & Goggin, 1996; Huebner, Varano, & Bynum, 2007; Langan & Levin, 2002; Listwan, 2009; O'Brien, 2009; Seiter & Kadela, 2003; Wheeler & Patterson, 2008; Wilson & Davis, 2006; Yahner & Visher, 2008) . Economic difficulties also compromise offenders' abüities to reintegrate into society successfully. For example, without access to necessities-such as food, clothing, shelter, transportation, and personal identification-fomier inmates may see no other opdon than to retum to illegal acdvities to meet their needs (La Vigne, Davies, Palmer, & Halberstadt, 2008) . In addition, ex-offenders often lack sufficient human and social capital to help them navigate Ufe outside of prison (Wilson & Davis, 2006) . Many lack a high school diploma or employable skills, and others stmggle with mental health or substance abuse problems (Lewis, Garfinkel, & Gao, 2007) . Likewise, many offenders in the community experience feelings of depression and disrupdon when transidoning from prison Ufe to Ufe outside of prison, and these feeUngs may contribute to high rates of recidivism, especially among repeat offenders (Arrigo & Takahashi, 2008; Petenilia, 2003) .
To add to these chaUenges, fomier inmates generally retum to urban communities with concentrated social, economic, and poUdcal Stressors such as high unemployment, active drug markets, Umited social services, high crime, endangered pubUc health, and homelessness (Braga et al., 2009; Katel, 2009; O'Brien, 2009; Seiter & Kadela, 2003; Zhang et al., 2006) . Braga et al. (2009) identified several community-level factors that affect successful transitions, including the availability of housing, substance abuse treatment, behavioral and physical health services, and access to educadon and employment opportunities. Ex-offenden also face legal barriers to receiving pubUc services, such as bans on pubUc assistance receipt, pubUc housing restricdons and Umited transitional housing options, and difficulty obtaining state-issued idendficadon (Wheeler & Patterson, 2008) . Finally, ex-offenders experience stigma from family, friends, prospecdve employers, and others because of their criminal backgrounds (Wilson & Davis, 2006) .
RATIONALE FOR AND DEFINITION OF REENTRY PROGRAMS
Compounding the reentry challenges that many ex-offenders face, most do not receive assistanceeither pre-or postrelease-to prepare them for returning to the community. Although most offenders have minimal education or job skills, just one-third of all prisoners released receive vocadonal or educadonal training whue in prison. Threequarters of aU inmates abuse substances, but only one-fourth participate in substance-abuse programming whue incarcerated (O'Brien, 2009; Petersüia, 2003) . Given the associations between low educational attainment and crime and between substance abuse and crime, the lack of programming in prison means that most offenders leaving prison are Ukely to recidivate quickly upon release.
Most correcdonal departments and community organizations now recognize that addressing exoffender needs may reduce recidivism, leading organizations across the United States to develop prisoner reentry programs. The Second Chance Act of 2007 (P.L. 110-199) provides addidonal incentives for correctional agencies and communitybased organizations to develop prisoner reentry programs. Signed into law on April 9, 2008, the Second Chance Act authorized federal grants to govemment agencies and nonprofit organizations to provide employment assistance, substance abuse treatment, housing, family programming, mentoring, and other ser/ices to help reduce recidivism.
Most programs exist at the community level to serve a specific cUentele v/ithin the criminal jusdce system, so no simple definition exists to describe the full range of prisoner reentry programming (PetersiUa, 2004; Wilson & Davis, 2006) . For example, PetersiUa (2004) and Wheeler and Patterson (2008) argued that reentry includes all acdvides and programming that prepare ex-convicts to retum safely to the community as law-abiding cidzens. Seiter and Kadela (2003) defined reentry more narrowly to include only programs that specifically focus on the transidon from prison to community or that inidate treatment in a prison setdng and Unk with a community program to provide continuity of care.
REENTRY PROGRAM DESIGN AND

EFFECTIVENESS
Reentry programs differ considerably in structure, services provided, and cUents served, though most begin working with offenders before they are released (Katel, 2009; Wheeler & Patterson, 2008; Wilson & Davis, 2006) . Community-based, prisonbased, and parole-based programs exist, as do programs that combine prison, parole, and community services. In this way, even those released from jail or prison without parole supervision can receive services. Some programs assist participants with one specific need, such as employment, housing, or substance abuse education, whereas other programs offer multiple services to meet participants' self-identified needs. Program length also varies widely, extending from weekend-long skills classes to intensive case management over several years (Wheeler & Patterson, 2008; Wilson & Davis, 2006) .
Although variety compUcates comparisons across programs (PetersOia, 2004) , evaluations have shown mosdy positive outcomes. Successful programs incorporate intensive behavioral and cognitive approaches to encourage prosocial behavior while program staff provide support and encouragement to reinforce offenders' changed Ufestyles (Gendreau et al., 1996) . Zhang et al. (2006) argued that reentry programs are most successfral when they appropriately match services to offenders' needs, especially the needs of those who face the highest risk of recidivism. Seiter and Kadela (2003) reviewed 32 pubUshed studies and concluded that vocational training and work release programs effectively reduced recidivism and improved job readiness skills, whue drug treatment reduced dmg use, recidivism, drug-related crimes, and parole violations. Educational programs increased educational achievement scores but did not decrease recidivism. Halfway house programs reduced severe criminal behavior, and prerelease programs reduced recidivism (Seiter & Kadela, 2003) .
The Boston Reentry Initiative-which provides mentoring, social service assistance, and vocational development to jailed violent adult offenders-significandy reduced overall and violent arrest failure rates by 30% (Braga et al., 2009 ). Bouffard and Bergeron (2006) evaluated the small Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative program in the upper Midwest, comparing inmates receiving enhanced reentry services with a sample of similar prisoners receiving only tmdidonal prison or parole services. The reentry program provided more referrals to community-based services than did the prison or parole services, and it also increased drug-tesdng frequency during parole. Reentry participants were less Ukely to test positive for drug use while on parole, and they were 60% less likely to be arrested after parole than were those in the comparison sample. Parole revocadon rates were comparable for each group, however (Bouffard & Bergeron, 2006) .
FinaUy, in the late 1990s, California legislators funded the Preventing Parolee Crime Program (PPCP), a statewide, community-based correctional program intended to reduce parolee recidivism (Zhang et al., 2006) . Parolees received Uteracy training, employment services, housing assistance, and substance abuse treatment. Zhang et al. (2006) found that PPCP modesdy reduced reincarceration and parole absconding, potentially creating substantial long-term cost savings for California taxpayers.
The aforementioned programs predominately served offenders on release from prison, but many reentry programs occur in prison before offenders are released. Jensen and Kane (2010) evaluated an in-prison therapeutic community that helped prisoners develop healthy frinctioning, skills, and values as well as improve their physical and emotional health. Comparing program completers to eUgible nonparticipants and dropouts, Jensen and Kane (2010) found that participation in the therapeutic community delayed time to first rearrest by up to two years foUowing release from prison.
Not all reentry programs achieve their stated goals, however. Wilson and Davis (2006) evaluated Project Greenlight, a short-term, prison-based reentry program. Survival analysis showed that participants performed significandy worse on multiple recidivism measures after one year, and multivariable analyses indicated that covariates failed to mediate the observed relationships. The negative outcomes might have resulted from implementation difficulties, faulty program design, or a mismatch between the targeted offender population and the program. Existing reentry evaluations suggest that although reentry assistance often improves reentry outcomes for participants, poorly designed or implemented programs might not reduce, and may even increase, recidivism risk (Wilson & Davis, 2006) .
PROJECT RE-CONNECT
This article focuses on Project Re-Connect (PRC), a reentry program that assisted offenders returning to the city of St. Louis, a large city in Missouri. For six months following participants' release from a completed state prison term, the program provided case management and direct monetary support to individuals no longer under criminal justice supervision. Prospecdve PRC cHents had to have been convicted in the state circuit court Located in St. Louis; have had a primary address in St. Louis when they entered prison; and not have been released under parole supervision, having served their maximum prison sentence.
PRC casé managers worked with participants as they finished their prison sentences to idendfy postrelease needs and develop reentry plans. The program provided up to $5,000 in funding for each client, $2,000 of which reimbursed agencies for providing case management. Clients received the remaining $3,000 during the six-month program, in the form of bus passes, gift cards to grocery or clothing stores, payments for subsidized or transitional housing, substance abuse treatment, and job and skills training programs. Each participant worked with a case manager to determine how to allocate frinds, and participants could apply for additional money beyond the inidal $3,000 allotment, pending approval from agency staff. AddidonaL informadon about PRC can be found elsewhere (Morani, Wikoff, Linhorst, & Btatton, 201L) .
The monetary stipends were a unique program element not found in most reentry programs. OnLy two other evaLuated reentry programs. Living Insurance for Ex-Offenders (LIFE) and the TransidonaL Aid Research Project (TARP), provided monetary compensation to released offenden. Evaluations of these programs provide mixed support. Former prisoners in the LIFE experiment who received financial aid were significandy less Likely to be arrested for theft crimes than were those who received only employment counseling and placement or no assistance at all (MaLlar & Thornton, L978). In a similar manner, cash assistance receipt reduced both property and nonproperty arrests in the TARP experiment, but these reductions were offset by program conditions that created large work disincentives among treatment participants. The TARP experiment introduced high tax rates (between 25% and L00%) on legitimate earnings for participants who received cash assistance. These tax rates reduced employment and led to increased property and nonproperty arrests. The findings suggest that cash assistance may reduce recidivism as long as it does not reduce employment, but no recent research has examined how current programs might use monetary assistance to promote successful reentry (Berk, Lenihan, & Rossi, 1980) .
FOCUS OF THE CURRENT STUDY
This quasi-experimentaL study addressed three research questions; First, what was the recidivism rate of PRC cHents? Second, how did that rate compare with that of offenders who were eLigible for assistance but chose not to participate? Third, what factors were associated with new convictions following release from prison? This article makes two contributions to the Literature on prisoner reentry and recidivism. First, it examines whether a reentry intervention that included direct financiaL assistance was associated with reduced recidivism among participants. Second, it examines recidivism predictors among maxed-out offenders, a segment of the reentering prison population that may differ from that of those reLeased on parole but on which there has been htde prior research. AH eligible offenders were included except one Nadve American, who was removed from the anaLysis to restrict the sample to Caucasians and African Americans. Across both groups, mean age was 37.2 years {SD = 9.8) and ranged from 22.0 to 70.3 years. Ten percent were female, 73.2%
were African American, 47.3% did not have a high school diploma or its equivalent, and 35.6% had entered prison for violent offenses. The characteristics of both groups are detailed in Table 1 .
Data Sources
This study used data obtained from MDOC and the PRC coordinating agency. MDOC provided demographic, assessment, and reconviction data for PRC chents and nonparticipants from its intemal prisoner database. PRC staff provided information about participants' entry and exit dates from the program. MDOC data were missing for 12 inmates for selected variables. This included one to four missing variables for four nonparticipants and one to two missing variables for eight participants. Bivariate and multiple regression analyses determined that observadons were missing at random, so we used listwise deletion to remove observations with missing data. Prior to obtaining confidential and sensitive data, the program evaluation team received approval for the study from the Saint Louis University institutional review board and the participating agencies.
Variables
Dependent Variable. Using MDOC conviction data, recidivism measured whether offenders were convicted of a state-level crime that resulted in a new sentence of probation or incarceration in prison by the end of the period of observation, October 16, 2009. New probation or conviction sentence was coded as 1 for respondents who were convicted of a new prison or probation offense between time of release from prison through October 16, 2009, and as 0 for offenders who were not convicted during that same time frame. This operational definition excluded convictions for offenses that resulted in fines or jaü terms, thus undercounting the number of offenses resulting in convictions. We attempted unsuccessfully to obtain rearrest or complete conviction data from other sources, so the MDOC data provided the most reliable recidivism data available.
Independent Variables. Participation measured whether individuals received any form of program assistance upon release (1 = participant, 0 = eligible nonparticipant). Most participants (71.3%) received the full six months of case management, with 3.3% receiving five months, 8.2% receiving four months, 9.8% receiving three months, 4.9% receiving two months, and 2.5% receiving one month. Demographic vadables included gender (1 = male, 0 = female), race (1 = African American, 0 = Caucasian), education (1 = less than high school diploma, 0 = high school diploma or its equivalent), and age at time of release from prison. The severity of the crime for which participants served the complete sentence, and for which they were released at the start of this study, was coded as 1 = violent, 0 = nonviolent. Three risk scores measured during imprisonment captured institutional risk, substance abuse severity, and mental health needs. Institutional tisk scores ranged from 1 for acceptable institutional adjustment to 5 for major conduct violations. Mental health scores ranged from 1 for no current mental health needs to 5 for severe functional impairment due to mental health needs. Finally, substance abuse scores ranged from 1 for no apparent substance abuse needs to 5 for severe dependence or substance abuse. Mean scores for institutional problems, substance abuse problems, and mental health problems were 2.0 (SD= 1.4), 3.5 (SD= 1.0), and 1.5 (SD = 0.7), respectively.
Data Analysis
We fint used chi-squares and t tests to determine whether program clients and nonparticipants differed significantly across control variables. Second, we used chi-square analysis to determine differences in reconviction rates between program participants and nonparticipants. Finally, we used survival analysis (SPSS Cox regression) to examine whether program participation was associated with reduced recidivism among participants, when other variables in the model were controlled for.
Cox regression is similar to logistic regression in that it calculates the odds that an event wül occur whue also accounting for the differing lengths of time that individuals are exposed to the risk. Individuals who expetience the event during the observation pedod are determined to be failures, whereas those who do not expedence the event during that time pedod are censored. Censoring indicates that the event may stUl occur for those individuals, even though it did not occur dudng the observation pedod.
In this study, ^âi' /Mre meant any new conviction dudng the pedod of observation, including pdson and probation offenses. The time at dsk of reconviction extended from the date that offenden were released from pdson untu the end of the observation pedod on October 16, 2009. Using the dichotomous vadable for any new probation or pdson sentence, we calculated the time at dsk as the difference between date of new conviction and previous date of release from pdson for those who were convicted. Individuals who were not convicted of any new charges by the end of the observation pedod were given October 16, 2009, as an end date.
Offenden were released from June 6, 2006, untU February 2, 2008, so the pedod of observation was longer for some individuals than for other individuals; despite this, the pedod of observation for each individual did not begin until the date that they were released, so none of the observations were left-censored. Right-censodng did occur for individuals who had not been convicted on new charges before the end of the observation. None of the individuals in the study were removed from the sample dudng the study time pedod for reasons other than new conviction. Cox regression analysis assumes that the hazard ratio remains constant over time (the proportionality assumption). We used the Kaplan-Meier procedure to confirm that the survival plots met the proportionality assumption.
RESULTS
Descriptive Comparison of Participants and Nonparticipants
Program participants were on average older than nonparticipants (39.0 and 35.9 yean, respectively), were much more likely to be female than were nonparticipants (17.5% and 5.2%, respectively). and were more Ukely to have received a high school diploma or its equivalent than were nonparticipants (61.4% and 46.8%, respectively). There were no statistically significant differences between the two groups for race; committing offense; or institutional risk; mental health, and substance abuse scores. A comparison of characteristics for PRC participants and nonparticipants is presented in Table 1 .
Recidivism Outcomes Comparison of Participants and Nonparticipants
By the end of the observation period, 20.3% of nonparticipants and 7.4% of participants had been convicted of new charges [x^{l, A/=280) = 9.1, p= .003]. The higher rate of recidivism among nonparticipants held even when we controlled for other factors in the Cox regression analysis. The overall regression model was stadsdcaUy significant [X^{9, N= 268) = 21.1, p=.O12]. Participation was associated with a 42.2% reducdon in the overall convicdon hazard rate {p = .038).
Factors Associated with Recidivism
In bivariate analyses, offenders convicted of new charges during the study were less Ukely to have eamed a high school cUploma or graduate equivalency diploma (36.8% and 55.7%, respectively), less Ukely to have an acceptable institutional adjustment (47.4% and 61.3%, respectively), and more Uke to have a severe substance dependence or abuse problem (23.7% and 7.8%, respectively). Detailed bivariate findings are presented in Table 2 .
In the Cox regression, in addition to program participation, higher substance abuse risk scores were associated with increased UkeUhood of reconviction. For each increase in level of substance abuse severity, the subsequent overall conviction hazard rate increased by 46.6% [p = .049). Finally, education was found to be marginally significant, as the new conviction hazard rate was 104.8% higher for those with less than a high school diploma {p = .056). Complete results of the Cox regression analysis are shown in Table 3 .
DISCUSSION
The results showed that program participants were convicted on new charges at lower rates than nonparticipants, even when we controlled for Note: A'=268. CI = confidence interval; HS = high school.
•p<.05.
significant differences in observed baseUne characteristics of participants and nonparticipants. The quasi-experimental research design, and resulting significant differences between groups, means that we cannot rule out the influence of penonal motivation on reentry outcomes, but the results do suggest that reentry assistance may significandy reduce recidivism among offenders who complete their sentences in prison. The personalized case management and cash assistance may have reduced recidivism among participants by helping them navigate the reentry process. This repUcates findings from other reentry evaluations that have shown that reentry assistance reduces recidivism among participants (Bouffard & Bergeron, 2006; Braga et al., 2009; Seiter & Kadela, 2003) . This analysis also found that substance abuse was associated with increased risk of reconviction at the bivariate and multivariable levels, as individuals who had some history of substance abuse were more Ukely to be convicted on new charges. None of the non-substance-abusing individuals were convicted of new crimes, whereas higher substance abuse scores were associated with receiving a new conviction during the study period. When we controlled for other variables, the rate of new conviction was elevated for individuals with a history of substance abuse. Although üUcit substance use itself could explain offenders' increased risk of new convictions, substance abuse might also have fostered criminal engagement.
For example, substance-abusing offenders might have been more Ukely to commit crimes while under the influence of, or as a strategy by which to obtain, drugs (French, Fang, & Fretz, 2010; Lipton, 1995) .
At the bivariate level, this analysis found that individuals with less education and those with higher institutional risk or substance abuse scores were more likely to be convicted on new charges. Those with less than high school education were nearly 1.5 times as Ukely to be convicted on a new charge during the study time frame as those with at least a high school diploma or its equivalent. This association remained marginally significant when other variables were controlled for. It may have been that in contrast with less educated offenders, those who had higher educadon enjoyed more legitimate employment opportunities upon release, perhaps weakening their attachment to illicit activiries (Harrison & Schehr, 2004) .
A higher percentage of those who were not convicted had adjusted appropriately to institutional conditions, whereas those with a moderate number of conduct violations were much more Ukely to be convicted again during the observation period. Individuals who had higher institutional risk assessment scores may have been more Ukely to engage in ongoing antisocial behavior after release, thereby impeding their reentry prospects (MiUer, 2006) .
Limitations and Areas for Future Research
This quasi-experimental study design compared eligible participants with eUgible nonpardcipants, so we cannot rule out the possibüity that self-selection into treatment explains the lower rate of new convictions among participants. Future studies, when possible, should use randomized or matched research designs to minimize the chance that selfselection bias wül result in differences between the treatment and control groups. Further research is also needed to address gender-specific reentry needs, as women were overrepresented in the participant group. At state and national levels, women have increasingly entered the criminal justice system over the last two decades. Not only is the size of the female prison population growing at a faster rate than that of the male prison population, the percentage of female offenders returning to prison on technical or new violations is increasing at a higher rate than the percentage of new admissions for women (MDOC, 2009 ). More research is needed to determine whether adequate programs exist for female offenders, whether pardcular program components are equally effecdve for women and men, and whether gender differences exist for factors associated with program participation, successflil program completion, and criminal recidivism (Scroggins & MaLley, 20L0; Spjeldnes & Goodkind, 2009 ).
This program included monetary assistance and individualized case management, components not found in most reentry programs. Unfortunately, we couLd not test the effects of these two program components, as both variables were higLiLy coOinear with participation status: OnLy 29% of participants did not take advantage of the fiiLl six months of case management, and more than haLf used at Least $2,850 of the $3,000 provided for them. Even when the sampLe was limited to participants, the low rate of convictions for participants prevented us from examining the unique effects of these program components on reentry outcomes.
These results may not be generalizable to the broader prison population, as a result of PRC eHgibüity restrictions and demographics of the Missouri prison population. Fint, this study included only African Americans and Caucasians, as there was only one Native American prisoner in the sample, so these results may not be generaHzable to prisoners from other racial or ethnic backgrounds. Second, participation in PRC was restricted to individuals who had completed their sentences in prison, so these results may not apply to prisoners released from prison on parole. We could not find state-or nationaL-LeveL statistics on the characteristics or recidivism rates of prisonen who complete their sentences in prison. More research is needed to examine whether offenders who complete their maximum sentence in prison exhibit unique characteristics from other offenders or face distinct reentry chaUenges.
Finally, we had limited access to data for nonparticipants following release. Results may have been different had data been collected on these prisoners at the time of release from prison. Future reentry evaluations should include variables that capture changes in participants and nonparticipants following release (Draine, Wolff, Jacoby, HartwelL, & Duelos, 2005) .
Implications for Social Work
These results have implications for social work practice at the micro and macro levels. At the direct service level, many offenders have multiple service needs, including transportadon, clothing, food, identification documents, housing, education, employment, heath, mental health and substance abuse treatment, and support systems (Latdmore et al., 2012; La Vigne et al., 2008) . SociaL workers who provide case management to offenders play a crucial role in assessing service needs and Linking offenders to services, especially for offenders who are released from prison without the supervision and assistance of parole officers. At the community level, social workers can develop prison reentry programs and help create services in communities that have the greatest need (Travis, 2005) Reentry programs have implications for social workers at the policy level as weLl. With passage of the Second Chance Act, sociaL workers should help develop reentry programs eligible for this frinding while actively working at the state and federal levels to rescind policies that restrict offenden' access to needed services. Such restrictions exist in public and private housing, public assistance programs, education, employment, and voting (National Governors Association, 2005; Petersilia, 2003; Pogorzelski, Wolff, Pan, & BLitz, 2005; Travis, 2005) .
The resuLts presented in this article suggest that a combination of personalized case management and financial assistance can help offenders reintegrate into society and avoid returning to crime. Predictor variables that are commonly associated with recidivism but were not so associated in this study suggest that maxed-out offenders may display unique risk characteristics distinguishing them from other offenders returning home from prison. Social workers and othen who work with reentering offenden should carefiiUy consider the unique needs of the clientele they serve when designing reentry programs. SSS3
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